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All persons are by nature free and independent , and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which 
are those of enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and of 
pursuing and obtaining safety and happiness. - Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


e Racist Roots of Gun 
Control 

By Felicia Whitley 

The origin of gun control laws 
in American history were racially 
motivated. 

The history of gun control in 
America was originally used to keep 
Afro-Americans "in their place." 
These gun control laws were never 
intended for whites. This law was to 
help quiet their racial fears. The New 
World Government thought that they 
should disarm blacks both free and 
enslaved because they felt that blacks 
were "dangerous." The 1751 French 
Black Code required people in 
Louisiana to stop blacks and "if 
necessary" beat "any black carrying 
any potential weapon." The colonists 
were just as scared of the Indians as 
they were of blacks. French Louisiana 
passed laws that allowed free blacks 
and slaves to possess firearms but 
only under extremely controlled 
conditions. The 16 th century colony 
New Spain was terrified of black slave 
revolts and prohibited blacks both free 
and slaved from carrying arms. 
Restrictions on free blacks increased 
dramatically after Nat Turner's 
rebellion in 1831. Because of his 
rebellion Virginia's legislature made it 
illegal for free blacks "to keep or own 
any fire lock, any military weapon, 
powder or lead." The law before it was 
repealed stated that free blacks could 
occasionally carry arms. Now it was 
made completely illegal for blacks to 
carry arms. The fear of armed blacks 
became so strong that dogs were 
considered weapons. Now Maryland 
prohibited free blacks to own dogs 
without a license. Whites were 
authorized to kill an unlicensed dog 
owned by a free black. In the state of 


ississi ppi blacks were no 

allowed to own dogs at all. 

Maryland's Gun Control 
acts of 1715 ch. XLIV sec. XXXII 
states 'That no Negro or other 
slave within this province shall be 
permitted to carry any gun or any 
other offensive weapon from their 
master's land without license from 
their said master, and if any Negro 
or other slave shall presume to do 
so shall be liable to be carried 
before a justice of the peace and 
be whipped and his gun or any 
other weapon shall be forfeited to 
him that shall seize the same and 
carry such Negro so offending to a 
justice of the peace." 

The Tennessee 

Constitution Article XI sec. 26 says 
that "Freemen of this state have a 
right to keep and bear arms for 
their common defense." In 1834 
this Constitution was revised. 
'That free white men of this state 
have a right to keep and bear 
arms for their common defense." 

In the court case State vs. 
Huntly the North Carolina Supreme 
Court realized that the NC 
Constitution guaranteed the right 
to carry arms as long as you didn't 
carry it to scare people. In State 
vs. Newson the 1840 statute 
stated 'That if any free Negro, 
mulatto, or free person of color 
shall wear or carry about his or 
her house any shot gun, musket, 
rifle, pistol, sword, dagger, or 
bowie-knife, unless he or she 
shall have obtained a license 
therefore from the court of pleas 
and quarter sessions of his or her 
county within one year preceding 
the wearing, keeping, or carrying 
thereof he or she shall be guilty of 


a misdemeanor an 
indicted therefor." 

Article 17 of the 1776 
North Carolina constitution 
states 'That the people have a 
right to bear arms, for the 
defense of the state; and as 
standing armies, in the time of 
peace, are dangerous to liberty, 
they ought not to be kept up; 
and that the military should be 
kept under strict subordination 
to and governed by civil power." 

In the outcome of the 
Newsom case the court asserted 
that "We cannot see that the Act 
of 1840 is in conflict with Article 
17. The defendant is not 
indicted for carrying arms in the 
defense of the state nor does 
the Act of 1840 prohibit him 
from so doing....Its only object 
is to preserve the peace and 
safety of the community from 
being disturbed by an 
indiscriminate use on ordinary 
occasions by free men of color, 
of firearms, or other arms of an 
offense character. Self- 

preservation is the 1 st law of 
nations as it is of individuals." 

The NC Supreme Court 
reasoned that free blacks 
weren't citizens because they 
weren't allowed to vote. The NC 
Bill of Rights guaranteed the 
right to bear arms to the people. 
But according to the court a 
"free person of color" was not 
one of the people. The NC 
Supreme Court recognized the 
right to bear arms in 1843. 
Later free blacks weren't 
included. 

The Georgia Supreme 
Court found in Nunn vs. the 
state a statute prohibiting the 








sale of concealable handguns and 
daggers violated the 2 nd amendment; 
when they say the right of the people 
they only mean white people. 

In the Dred Scott decision the 
U.S. Supreme Court showed 
understandings that citizenship 
excluded blacks and explained the 
relationship between citizenship and 
carrying arms. "Negroes recognized 
as citizens in any one state of the 
Union have the right to enter every 
other state without pass or passport, 
without obstruction and to go where 
they please unless they committed 
some violation of law for which a white 
man would be punished. To have full 
liberty of speech in public and keep 
and carry arms wherever thy went both 
free and slave." 

In Georgia they have a process 
called "instant check” ("Should 
Minorities Be Allowed to Own Guns?”, 
Diel Bland, 1968) It bans the sale of 
handguns to minorities. Most 
minorities are not ok'd by the state 
but lot of white customers are. The 
state will not reveal why the 
minorities' applications are denied. 
And theyjust give up. 

Blacks needed to carry guns 
for self defense not only against 
criminal attacks, but they needed 
protection against being kidnapped 
and sold into slavery. A number of 
states passed laws to prohibit the 
kidnapping of blacks. These states 
were concerned that the federal 
Fugitive Slave Law would be used as a 
cover for re- enslavement. 

The end of slavery didn't 
eliminate the problems of racist gun 
control laws. Black codes required 
blacks to obtain a license before 
carrying firearms. These restrictive 
gun laws played a part in provoking 
republican efforts to get the 14 th 
amendment passed. The 14 th 
Amendment's requirement to treat 
blacks and whites equally before the 
law led to the adoption of restrictive 
firearms in the south that were equal 
in the letter of the law, but unequally 
enforced. 

In his book Saturday Night 
Special (1968) Robert Sherrill argued 
that the fear of armed blacks was the 
major provocation of the Gun Control 
Act of 1968. He argues that 'The Gun 
Control Act of 1968 was passed not 
only to control guns but to control 
blacks, and inasmuch as a majority of 
Congress didn't want to do the former 
but were ashamed to show that their 
goal was the latter, the result was that 
they did neither. Indeed this law, the 
1 st gun control law passed by Congress 


in 30 years, was one of the grand 
jokes of our time (p. 
20)....Niggertown Saturday Night 
Special was term used by racists 
in the South to describe pot metal 
guns used by blacks for 
protection....In the past because 
of the South and its racist gun 
control laws, blacks were confined 
to the sub-rosa market of the 
inexpensive, dangerous, so-called 
Saturday Night Special to obtain 
protection. Today in many crime- 
ridden minority communities that 
need still exists....Attempts to ban 
handguns that are inexpensive 
(but safe) are directly aimed at 
minority gun ownership." (p. 21) 

Many people feel that gun 
control is really race control. 
"People who embrace gun control 
are really racist in nature. All gun 
laws have been enacted to control 
certain classes of people, mainly 
black people but the same laws 
used to control blacks are being 
used to disarm white people.” 
("Afro-Americans for the 
Preservation of Firearms 
Ownership," Leonard Whitley, 
2000 ) 

The legislature adopted a 
major new arms law for the first 
time prohibiting the open carrying 
of firearms in the cities. 

The government tried to 
do warrantless searches of private 
residences for guns in Chicago 
housing projects in 1994. This is 
a reminder of how racism and gun 
control remain mixed up. These 
warrantless searches were finally 
blocked by a judge. After 
President Clinton's warrantless 
search party was struck down he 
finally explained his goals. "We're 
going to work with residents in 
high crime areas to permit 
searches that the constitution 
does allow in common areas, in 
vacant apartments, and in 
circumstances where residents are 
in immediate danger. We'll 
encourage more weapons frisks of 
suspicious persons." The "frisks 
of suspicious persons" is a long¬ 
standing tradition used against 
black Americans. Requiring 
housing projects tenants to give 
up their constitutional protections 
against warrantless searches is 
astounding. The government 
attempted to make tenants safe by 
unconstitutional means that the 
intentions were good even if the 
methods were wrong. The large 
majority of those arrested in 


housing projects were non¬ 
residents. It's amazing that the 
residents, who would have much 
to fear from these armed non¬ 
resident criminals, are the ones 
that the Clinton Administration 
seeks to disarm. To examine 
the Clinton Administration 
policies as response to crime, 
why disarm the likely victims of 
the criminals? If we consider 
these unexplainable policies as 
the latest symptom of racist 
attitudes about violence, then 
these policies make much more 
sense. The past motivations for 
disarming blacks are not so 
different from the motivations 
behind disarming law-abiding 
citizens today. In the last 
century the rhetoric to support 
such laws is that "they" (blacks) 
were too violent and 
untrustworthy to be allowed 
weapons. 

With open racism 

unacceptable in American 
politics gun control still looks 
suspiciously concerned with 

race. The Crime Bill of 1994 
passed after a fight in Congress 
was opposed by an unlikely 
coalition in the House, most 
republicans, some conservative 
democrats, and many black 
democrats. The primary 

concern of the first two factions 
appears to have been the assault 
weapon ban. The black 
democrats were concerned that 
the death penalty would affect 
blacks. The assault weapons 
ban reflected a widespread fear 
of armed inner city blacks. Most 
of the rhetoric was devoted to 
the dangers of these guns in the 
hands of gang members. 
Studies have found that assault 
weapons are seldomly misused 
criminally. Crime control was 
not the motivation for the 
assault weapon ban. A point to 
consider is that under the 
American legal system 
government discrimination is 
considered constitutionally 
suspect. These "suspect 
classifications" are subject to 
strong presumption of invalidity. 
These classifications are suspect 
because there's a long history of 
government discrimination and 
because laws based on these 
often impinge on fundamental 
rights. 

The ultimate 

responsibility for protecting 




yourself is yourself. A court decision 
stated that 'There is no constitutional 
right to be protected by the state 
against criminals." It is monstrous if 
the state fails to protect its residents 
against criminals. But however it 
doesn't violate the due process clause 
of the 14 th Amendment or the 
Constitution. The Constitution says 
that it doesn't require the federal 
government or state to provide 
services as maintaining law and order. 
The contradiction here is that the 
government at federal, state and local 
levels denies all liability if you're a 
victim of a crime. At the same time it 
pushes for more gun control (except 
for itself) thereby limiting our ability to 
protect ourselves and our families. 
Someone has to be responsible for 
one's own protection. If the 
government won't do it then we have 
to. If the government isn't responsible 
for maintaining law and order, as 
federal courts have declared, then who 
is? For the government to take this 
position and then deny us gun 
ownership is criminal. 

-- Felicia Whitley wrote this 
paper in her junior year at Monmouth 
Regional High School 

Do You Have A Right to Police 
Protection? 

One of the basic themes of 
gun control is that only the police and 
military should have handguns or any 
type of firearm. Apparently gun 
control proponents believe that the 
police exist to protect the citizenry 
from victimization. But in light of 
court decisions we find such is not the 
case. You have no right to expect the 
police to protect you from crime. 
Incredible as it may seem, the courts 
have ruled that the police are not 
obligated to even respond to your calls 
for help, even in life threatening 
situations. To be fair most officers 
really do want to save lives and stop 
dangerous situations before people 
get hurt. But the key point to 
remember is that they are under no 
legal obligation to do so. 

Case Histories 

* Ruth Brunell called the police 
on 20 different occasions to plead for 
protection from her husband. Fie was 
arrested only once. One evening Mr. 
Brunell told her he was coming over to 
kill her. When she called the police, 
they refused her request that they 
come to protect her. They told her to 
call back when he got there. Mr. 
Brunell stabbed his wife to death 
before she could tell them that he was 


there. The court held that the San 
Jose police were not liable for 
ignoring Mrs. Brunell's pleas for 
help. Hartzler v. City of San Jose, 
46 Cal. App. 3d 6 (1st Dist. 1975). 

* Linda Riss, was a young 

woman who begged the police for 
help because her ex-boyfriend 
had repeatedly threatened "If I 
can't have you no one else will 
have you, and when I get through 
with you, no-one else will want 
you." The day after she had 

pleaded for police protection, the 
ex- boyfriend threw lye in her face, 
blinding her in one eye, severely 
damaging the other, and 
permanently scarring her. "What 
makes the City's position 
particularly difficult to 

understand," wrote a dissenting 
opinion in her tort claim "is that, 
in conformity to the dictates of the 
law, Linda did not carry any 

weapon for self-defense. Thus, by 
a rather bitter irony she was 

required to rely for protection on 
the City of New York which now 
denies all responsibility to her." 
Riss v. New York, 240 N.E.2d 860 
(N.Y. 1968). [Note: New York's 
unconstitutional Sullivan "law" 
prevented Ms. Riss from arming 
herself in self-defense.] 

* Warren v. District of 
Columbia is one of the leading 
cases of this type. Two women 
were upstairs in a townhouse 
when they heard their roommate, 
a third woman, being attacked 
downstairs by intruders. They 
phoned the police several times 
and were assured that officers 
were on the way. After about 30 
minutes, when their roommate's 
screams had stopped, they 
assumed the police had finally 
arrived. When the two women 
went downstairs they found the 
intruders still there. As the Warren 
court graphically states in the 
opinion: "For the next fourteen 
hours the women were held 
captive, raped, robbed, beaten, 
forced to commit sexual acts upon 
each other, and made to submit to 
the sexual demands of their 
attackers." The women sued the 
District of Columbia for failing to 
protect them, but D.C.'s highest 
court exonerated the District and 
its police, saying that it is a 
"fundamental principle of 
American law that a government 
and its agents are under no 
general duty to provide public 
services, such as police protection, 


to any individual citizen." 
Warren v. District of Columbia, 
444 A.2d 1 (D.C. Ct. of Ap., 
1981). 

* The seminal case 

establishing the general rule 
that police have no duty under 
federal law to protect citizens is 
DeShaney v. Winnebago County 
Department of Social Services. In 
DeShaney the injured party was 
a boy who was beaten and 
permanently injured by his 
father. He claimed a special 
relationship existed because 
local officials knew he was being 
abused, indeed they had 
"specifically proclaimed by word 
and deed [their] intention to 
protect him against that 
danger," but failed to remove 
him from his father's custody. 
("Domestic Violence - - When Do 
Police Have a Constitutional 
Duty to Protect?" Special Agent 
Daniel L. Schofield, S.J.D., FBI 
Law Enforcement Bulletin, 
January, 1991.) The Court in 
DeShaney held that no duty 
arose because of a "special 
relationship," concluding that 
Constitutional duties of care and 
protection only exist as to 
certain individuals, such as 
incarcerated prisoners, 

involuntarily committed mental 
patients and others restrained 
against their will and therefore 
unable to protect themselves. 
'The affirmative duty to protect 
arises not from the State's 
knowledge of the individual's 
predicament or from its 
expressions of intent to help 
him, but from the limitation 
which it has imposed on his 
freedom to act on his own 
behalf." (DeShaney v. 
Winnebago County Department 
of Social Services, 109 S.Ct. 998 
(1989) at 1006) 

* The United States 
Court of Appeals interpreted 
DeShaney in the California case 
of Balistreri v. Pacifica Police 
Department. (901 F.2d 696 9th 
Cir. 1990) Ms. Balistreri, beaten 
and harassed by her estranged 
husband, alleged a "special 
relationship" existed between 
her and the Pacifica Police 
Department because there was a 
restraining order against her 
husband. The Court of Appeals, 
however, concluded that 
DeShaney limited the 
circumstances that would give 




rise to a "special relationship" to 
instances of custody. Because no such 
custody existed in Balistreri, the 
Pacifica Police had no duty to protect 
her, so when they failed to do so and 
she was injured they were not liable. 

A citizen injured because the police 
fail to protect her can only sue the 
State or local government in federal 
court if one of their officials violated a 
federal statutory or Constitutional 
right, and can win such a suit only if a 
"special relationship" can be shown to 
have existed, which DeShaney and its 
progeny make it very difficult to do. 
Moreover, Zinermon v. Burch (110 
S.Ct. 975, 984 1990) very likely 

precludes U.S. Code Section 1983 
liability for police agencies in such 
cases if there is a potential remedy via 
a State tort action. 

Many states have specifically barred 
lawsuits against State or local officials 
for failure to protect, by enacting 
statutes such as California's 
Government Code, Sections 821, 845, 
and 846 which state, in part: "Neither 
a public entity or a public employee 
[may be sued] for failure to provide 
adequate police protection or service, 
failure to prevent the commission of 
crimes and failure to apprehend 
criminals." 

In other words the only people the 
police are duty- bound to protect are 
criminals in custody, and other 
persons in custody for such 
conditions as mental disorders. YOU 
have no legal recourse if the police 
fail to respond or fail to protect you 
from injury! 

Babies and things... 

BABY - A hollow tube with a loud voice 
at one end and a complete lack of 
responsibility at the other end. 
CANNIBAL - One who is apt to pass his 
best friend. 

CHIVALRY - A man's inclination to 
defend a woman against every man 
but himself. 

DIARY - Book of revelations. 

HORSE SHOW - A lot of horses 
showing their asses to a lot of horses 1 
asses showing their horses. 

HUSBAND - What is left after the nerve 
has been killed. 

HUNG CHOW- Chinese constipation. 
MORNING - The time of day 
when the rising generation retires, and 
the retiring generation arises. 

NURSE - A pan handler. 

SIN - Anything the other person enjoys 
and you don't. 

VICE - Anything you enjoy that is bad 
for you. 

// 


Gun Control and the Tyranny of 
the Majority 

By Roland Watson 

When Britons learned of the 
Dunblane massacre on the 13th 
March 1996 in which sixteen 
primary school kids and their 
teacher had been gunned to death 
by the madman Thomas Hamilton 
in Scotland, the nation curled up 
into a season of introspection and 
questioning as to why such a thing 
had happened 

Not having Hamilton alive to exact 
retribution upon left the desire for 
action very much gnawing at the 
nation's conscience. Who would 
be the 

sacrificial lamb to expiate this sin? 
The answer was the gun owner, 
who was symbolically laid to rest 
in 1997 by legislation to ban all 
handguns above .22 calibre and 
restrict smaller weapons to gun 
clubs. This ban has since been 
extended. 

Thus, the nation was appeased 
and the scapegoat was exiled to a 
legislative wilderness. The 
campaign of various newspapers 
and pressure groups such as the 
Snowdrop campaign had paid off 
and we could all feel that the 
problem had been solved. All in 
all, a time of emotional hysteria 
but not much reasonable debate. 
Now for a look at the current facts 
and not the emotional bluster of 
yesteryear. 

A report has just been published 
by the Centre for Defence Studies 
in London, which shows that 
criminal use of handguns 
increased by 40%in the two years 
immediately after the 1997 ban on 
handguns. In the years 1997- 
1998, 2,648 crimes involving 

handguns were reported. In 1999- 
2000, that number had increased 
to 3,685. This is not far off the 
peak of seven years previous, 
which reported 4,273 such 
offences. 

As if we didn't know already, 
illegal use of firearms has little to 
do with legal possession of 
firearms. It is now believed there 
are over 300,000 firearms in 
Britain which are readily 
accessible to anyone with murder 
on 

their minds. That is why the ban 
on handguns was a triumph of 
democracy but not for morality 
and reason. 

When Anne Pearston, the prime 


was presented with these 
figures, she was reported to 
have said these dismissive 
words: 'This completely misses 
the point of what we were trying 
to do. We never thought that 
there would be any effect on 
illegal gun crime, because this is 
a totally separate issue. 

"What we were campaigning for 
was to make sure that a civilian 
could not be legally trained to 
use a handgun. Our legacy is 
that there should never be 
another Thomas Hamilton, and 
that is what the legislation was 
designed to achieve." 

Pearston is what I would call a 
busybody or a self-appointed 
solution looking for a problem. 
Not content with having played a 
part in banning handguns, she 
now wants the possession of 
airguns to be banned as well. 
No doubt she will move onto 
kitchen knives after that. 

One should note her carefully 
constructed words. She does not 
say that they campaigned to 
make sure a civilian could never 
possess a firearm, but only that 
they may never be legally 
trained to use one. In other 
words, she knows there is 
nothing on earth anyone can do 
to stop anyone else acquiring a 
gun. 

The previous gun massacre of 
fourteen people in Hungerford 
in 1987 plainly proves that. 
Michael Ryan was in possession 
of two machine guns, which had 
been banned, in previous 
legislation. He even had his gun 
license revoked, but the police 
did not bother to seize all his 
weapons (Thomas Hamilton was 
given a renewed license despite 
a warning from some police 
about his paedophilic 
personality disorder). 

Her definition of "illegal gun 
crime" is rather forced as well, 
for was not Hamilton's use of 
guns an illegal gun crime? We 
must assume that Hamilton's 
actions were not of such a class 
because Ms. Pearston insists 
that the campaign did not 
address the issue of illegal gun 
crimes! 

As I said, the ban was a good 
example of democracy in action. 

When the majority judge 
themselves to be not 
inconvenienced bv a matter then 


In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, 
however, the timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 







the rights of the minority can take a 
walk.... 

--July 18, 2001 

What to Do If You’re Stopped by the 
Police 

Be polite and respectful. Never bad- 
mouth a police officer. 

Stay calm and in control of your 
words, body language and emotions 

Don't get into an argument with the 
police. 

Remember, anything you say or do 

can be used against you. 

Keep your hands where police can 
see them. 

Don’t run. Don’t touch any police 
officer. 

Don’t resist even if you believe you 
are innocent. 

Don’t complain on the scene or tell 
the police they're wrong or that you're 
going to file a complaint. 

Do not make any statements 

regarding the incident. 

Ask for a lawyer immediately upon 
your arrest. 

Remember officers’ badge and patrol 

car numbers. 

Write down everything you 

remember as soon as possible. 

Try to find witnesses and their names 
and phone numbers. 

If you are injured, take photographs 
of the injuries as soon as possible, 
but make sure you seek medical 
attention first. 

If you feel your rights have been 
violated, file a written complaint with 
police department's internal affairs or 
civilian complaint review board. 

1. What you say to the police is always 
important. What you say can be used 
against you, and it can give the police 
an excuse to arrest you, especially if 
you bad-mouth a police officer. 

2. You don't have to answer a police 
officer's questions, but you must show 
your driver's license and registration 
when stopped in a car. In other 
situations, you can't legally be 
arrested for refusing to identify 
yourself to a police officer. 

3. You don't have to consent to any 
search of yourself, your car or your 
house. If you DO consent to a search, 
it can affect our rights later in court. If 
the police say they have a search 
warrant ASK TO SEE IT. 

4. Do not interfere with, or obstruct 
the police - you can be arrested for it. 

* * * 

If you're stopped in your car 

1. Upon request, show them your 
driver's license, registration, and proof 
of insurance. In certain cases, your 


car can be searched without a 
warrant as long s the police have 
probable cause. To protect 
yourself later, you should make it 
clear that you do not consent to a 
search. It is not lawful for police 
to arrest you simply for refusing 
to consent to a search. 

2. If you are given a ticket, you 
should sign it; otherwise you can 
be arrested. You can always fight 
the case in court later. 

3. If you're suspected of drunk 
driving (DWI) and refuse to take a 
blood, urine or breath test your 
driver's license may be 
suspended. 

* * * 

If you are arrested or taken to a 
police station 

1. You have the right to remain 
silent and to talk to a lawyer 
before you talk to the police. Tell 
the police nothing except your 
name and address. Don't give any 
explanations, excuses or stories. 
You can make your defense later, 
in court, based on what you and 
your lawyer decide is best. 

2. Ask to see a lawyer 
immediately. If you can't pay for a 
lawyer, you have a right to a free 
one, and should ask the police 
how the lawyer can be contacted. 
Don’t say anything without a 
lawyer 

3. Within a reasonable time after 
your arrest, or booking, you have 
the right to make a local phone 
call to a lawyer, bail bondsman, a 
relative or any other person. The 
police may not listen to the 
lawyer. 

4. Sometimes you can be released 
without bail, or have bail lowered. 
Have your lawyer ask the judge 
about this possibility. You must 
be taken before the judge on the 
next court day after arrest. 

5. Do not make any decisions in 
your case until you have talked 
with a lawyer. 

* * * 

In your home 

1. If the police knock and ask to 
enter your home, you don't have 
to admit them unless they have a 
warrant signed by a judge. 

2. However, in some emergency 
situations (like when a person is 
screaming for help inside, or when 
the police are chasing someone) 
officers are allowed to enter and 
search your home without a 
warrant. 

3. If you are arrested, the police 
can search you and the area close 


by. If you are in a building, 
"close by" usually means just the 
room you are in. 

We all recognize the need for 
effective law enforcement, but 
we should also understand our 
own rights and responsibilities - 
especially in or relationships 
with the police. Everyone, 
including minors, has the right 
to courteous and respectful 
police treatment. If your rights 
are violated, don't try to deal 
with situation at the scene. You 
can discuss the matter with an 
attorney afterwards, or file a 
complaint with the Internal 
Affairs or Civilian Complaint 
Board. 

-- American Civil Liberties 
Union 

Freedom Poll 

How do you rate the state of 
America's liberty on its 225th 
birthday? 

Galloping toward socialism 
49.12%(362) 

Government tyranny far worse 
than 1776 18.72%(138) 

Liberties inexorably chipped 
away 18.45%(136) 

Not perfect, but freer than any 
other country 8.68%(64) 

Comparable to pre- Revolution 
days 4.48%(33) 

Never been freer 0.27%(2) 

Too much freedom for our own 
good 0.27%(2) 

-- WorldNet Daily, July 4, 
2001 

BATF shuts down patriot web 
site 

It is reported that the BATF 
ordered the shutdown of the 
17th Wisconsin Militia web site 
at 

http://clandestineservices.tripod 
.com/. This and confiscation of 
firearms from the webmaster 
was allegedly done citing the 
authority of a provision of the 
Brady Act allowing such 
confiscation for one year for a 
misdemeanor violation. 

We have created a link to a 
mirror site for it at 
http://www.constitution.org/mil 
/ mil_uswi.htm 




This blatant assault on the First 
Amendment rights of American 
citizens requires the concerted 
response of all true Americans who 
understand why our ancestors 
declared independence in 1776. 

We do not have all the files from the 
suppressed web site, and anyone 
having such files is urged to send 
them to us, to put up your own mirror 
web sites for this one, and to 
download and archive all important 
web sites, since any of them are 
subject to official repression. Having 
mirror sites pop up whenever they try 
to do that will serve to defeat their 
tyrannical actions. 

-- http://www.constitution.org , lulv 1, 
2001 

NPS Seeks NJ ‘Parkland" 

Ed.: Does the National Park Service 
want to turn New Jersey into one vast 
park? A group of concerned citizens 
has alerted elected officials to the 
possibility, as the letter below 
explains. 

Dear Elected Official, 

As you may be aware the National 
Parks Service is proposing to establish 
a "Crossroads of the American 
Revolution National Heritage Area” in 
New Jersey. The area is purposely left 
undefined and could take in most of 
the state. Why? Because 
Revolutionary engagements were 
fought from Salem County [in the 
south] to Bergen County [up north], 
from Monmouth County [along the 
Atlantic] to Mercer (then Burlington) 
County [along the Delaware in the 
west]. Some people believe that the 
NHA is limited to the Trenton and 
Monmouth battlegrounds but that is 
not the case. But don't take our word 
for it. Try to get a map of the 
proposed National Heritage Area from 
the National Park Service; they will not 
provide it! 

Though the National Heritage Area is 
being presented as something warm, 
fuzzy and American, NHA designation 
could require conditions leading to 

■ Federal top-down land use 
controls over municipalities and 
parts of every county 

■ Devaluation of private property 
as regulations are enforced 


■ Breakdown of traditional 
political boundaries 

■ Transfer of power from state 

and local elected 

representatives to 

unaccountable, federally 
appointed bureaucrats such 
as a Crossroads "keeper", 
similar to Delaware River and 
Hudson River "keepers" 

When New Jersey created the 
federal government, we delegated 
it few powers that were explicitly 
defined. Furthermore, we retained 
all powers not delegated. The 
power to create vague "national 
heritage areas" (which have the 
potential to enmesh our state in a 
federal web) is not one of the 
delegated powers. In that light we 
have enclosed a videotape for your 
information, and a resolution that 
may help to preserve local control 
and freedom in the Garden State. 
Perhaps you will consider the 
resolution favorably. 

Very truly yours, 

Association Seeking to Preserve 
Individual Rights for Everyone 
(ASPIRE), and the New Jersey 
Committee of Safety 

(www.committee.org/nicos) 

* * * 

Resolution in Opposition to the 
National Parks Service 
‘^Crossroads of the American 
Revolution" National Heritage 
Area 

Whereas the establishment of a 
National Heritage Area is not listed 
among the powers that the States 
delegated to the federal 
government in the United States 
Constitution; and, 

Whereas the National Heritage 
Area program violates the 
separation of powers as defined 
by the 10 th Amendment of the 
United States Constitution; and, 
Whereas the structure of the 
National Heritage Area program is 
too nebulously defined to frame 
knowledgeable debate about its 
potential problems or 
merits, if any; and, 

Whereas the National Park Service 
regularly takes private property 


without compensation, to the 
detriment of individual 
landowners and local 
communities; and, 

Whereas National Heritage Areas 
have closed river access, denied 
boat ramps and prohibited 
hunting; and, 

Whereas the structure and goals 
of the National Heritage Area 
program appear to have the 
potential of being destructive of 
private property owners' rights 
and local control; and 
Whereas the structure and goals 
of the National Heritage Area 
program appear to be a device 
to impose national zoning on 
local governments and private 
property owners, which is clearly 
unconstitutional; 

Now be it therefore resolved by 
the [municipality or county] that: 

Section 1. That the 
[municipality or county] requests 
that the entire geographic area 
within the political boundaries 
of [municipality or county] be 
excluded from the designation 
of a "Crossroads of the 
American Revolution" or other 
National Heritage Area; 

Section 2. And that the 
Clerk of the [municipality or 
county] is hereby directed to 
transmit copies of this 
resolution to: 

The Honorable George W. Bush, 
President 1600 Pennsylvania 
Ave., Washington, DC 20500 
Honorable Donald DiFrancesco, 
Acting Governor, State House, 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
Honorable Robert Torricelli and 
Jon Corzine, United States 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510 

Honorable _, House 

of Representatives, Washington, 
DC 20515 
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